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Before the 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 
 

In the Matter of     ) 
      ) 
Connect America Fund   ) WC Docket No. 10-90 
      ) 
High-Cost Universal Service Support  ) WC Docket No. 05-337 
      ) 
Universal Service Reform – Mobility Fund ) WT Docket No. 10-208 
      ) 
Petition for Waiver of Cordova Wireless ) 
Communications, Inc.    ) 
 
 

REPLY COMMENTS OF CORDOVA WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

 Cordova Wireless Communications, Inc. (“Cordova”), by its attorneys, and pursuant to 

the Federal Communications Commission’s Public Notice1 and Erratum2 of October 11 and 

October 12, 2012,  hereby responds to the Comments filed by various parties in response to 

Cordova’s Petition for Waiver (“Petition”) filed in the above-captioned proceedings on October 

1, 2012.   Of the four parties filing comments on Cordova’s Petition, only two parties opposed 

grant of the Petition.  As discussed below, those parties – Copper Valley Wireless (“CVW”) and 

General Communication, Inc. (“GCI”) – provide no persuasive basis for denial of Cordova’s 

Petition. 

 In its Petition, Cordova demonstrated that without the requested waiver, Cordova will be 

forced to terminate all wireless operations, resulting in loss of all wireless voice service in 

                                                            
1 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Seeks Comment on Cordova Wireless Communications, 
Inc. Petition for Waiver of Universal Service Rules, WC Docket No. 10-90, WT Docket No. 10-
208, DA 12-1627 (rel. October 11, 2012). 
2 Erratum; Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Seeks Comment on Cordova Wireless 
Communications, Inc. Petition for Waiver of Universal Service Rules, WC Docket No. 10-90, 
WT Docket No. 10-208 (rel. October 12, 2012). 
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Yakutat, Alaska and in a significant portion of Cordova’s service area, and the loss of GSM 

service through virtually the entirety of Cordova’s service area.  Cordova agrees with the 

comments filed by Alaska Communications Systems and Alexicon Telecommunications 

Consulting that conclude that grant of the requested waiver serves the public interest. 

 CVW’s Comments incorrectly argue that Cordova’s Petition contains significant factual 

errors.  Specifically, CVW claims that the coverage maps submitted by Cordova are 

“inconsistent with actual data.”3  However, CVW submits no actual data of its own to refute 

these coverage showings.  Instead, CVW simply asserts that the coverage depicted on Cordova’s 

maps “is impossible based on terrain.”4  This assertion is belied by real world experience.  The 

coverage depicted on those maps is supported by reports from Cordova’s customers that they are 

receiving coverage in those areas.5   

 CVW argues that the area where Cordova’s Petition shows that the Cordova is the sole 

provider of wireless voice service does not constitute a “significant” portion of Cordova’s non-

Yakutat service area.  As set forth in the Petition, the area in which Cordova is the sole provider 

of mobile service constitutes approximately 30%of its Cordova wireless service area and the area 

                                                            
3 CVW states that it is unable to determine what Cordova used as the basis of its coverage.    
Cordova based its coverage on cell site elevation and transmit power, taking into account 
propagation loss and potential land mass interference.  
4 CVW Comments at p. 5.  CVW correctly points out that footnote 7 on page 4 of the Petition 
incorrectly states that Cordova covers “the majority of Montague Island.”  Cordova covers less 
than half (roughly 35%) of the land area of the island.  What Cordova had intended to state was 
that it covers the majority of the coast line of Montague Island.  While there are no permanent 
inhabitants of the island, the numerous recreational users of the island rely on Cordova coverage 
for voice and public safety communications.   
5 CVW also claims that the “Cordova coverage maps . . . show[] that they currently serve 
Valdez, which they cannot legally do.”  CVW Comments at p. 5.  While the map shows 
negligible “splatter” coverage near Valdez, Cordova’s CGSA boundary resulting from its Naked 
Island cell site is approximately ten miles from New Cingular’s Valdez CGSA and does not 
result in a service area boundary extension into New Cingular’s CGSA, and Cordova does not 
serve nor intend to serve Valdez. 



3 
 

in which Cordova is the sole provider of GSM service is approximately 98 % of its Cordova 

wireless service area.  It is simply not credible for CVW to argue that such a substantial area is 

insignificant.6  The remaining arguments in CVW’s Comments regarding Cordova’s “public 

safety assertions,”7 Yakutat coverage8, and forest service permit, and CVW’s operating 

environment are non-germane.  

 In its Comments, GCI argues that Cordova’s waiver request is “premature.”  GCI claims 

that the harms to Cordova caused by application of Section 54.307(e)(3)(iv) of the FCC’s Rules 

are “largely hypothetical.”  As discussed at length in the Petition, these harms are quite real.  

Based on its projected operating expenses, Cordova will be unable to continue to provide service 

in its Cordova and Yakutat service areas if its support is reduced below 80% of its current level 

of support.  GCI’s claim that Cordova “will face that phase-down only if it is not awarded 

Mobility Fund Phase 2 or Tribal Mobility Fund Phase 2 support for its areas”9 is incorrect.  

Cordova will lose support under the phase-down regardless of whether it obtains additional 

                                                            
6 CVW argues that “the only areas that [Cordova] shows as ‘Cordova only’ service are the fringe 
areas north of the airport and the area around Flag Point.”  CVW Comments at p. 6.  The 
Cordova-only area constitutes considerably more area than the area described by CVW, 
including its coverage of the Gulf of Alaska.  Moreover, the so-called “fringe” areas referenced 
by CVW constitute approximately 1,000 square miles and, while remote, include salmon 
migration monitoring stations which are critical to both the local economy and public safety.  See 
attached article from The Cordova Times, June 30, 2012, detailing a river rescue facilitated by 
wireless service provided by Cordova, the only wireless carrier in that area.   
7 CVW claims that “Cordova attempts to establish a special status with respect to being a public 
safety communications provider.”  CVW Comments at p. 6.  Cordova simply describes the 
significant public safety benefits of the service it provides and the public safety entities that rely 
on Cordova service.  Cordova makes no claim of “special status.” 
8 CVW incorrectly claims that Cordova “misstates the competitive situation in Yakutat.”  CVW 
Comments at p. 7.  While CVW is correct that Cordova’s application for ETC status is pending 
and that GCI has obtained authorization to service Yakutat, these facts are irrelevant to 
Cordova’s depiction of the area in Yakutat where it is currently the sole provider of wireless 
voice service.  CVW further mischaracterizes the Petition in referring to Cordova’s Yakutat 
tower site.  Contrary to CVW’s allegation, the Petition contains no assertion that Cordova’s 
Yakutat tower site is “mountain top or helicopter only access.” 
9 GCI Comments at pp. 3-4. 
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support from Phase 2.  Simply put, Cordova cannot justify continued expenditures in Yakutat or 

Cordova without the certainty of a sufficient level of support going forward.  While GCI may 

feel that there is “little cause for alarm,” and may believe that there is little risk in continuing to 

operate a wireless network, knowing that sufficient support to continue to operate that network 

will soon disappear, Cordova is the entity that is faced with this difficult decision, and it has 

decided that, absent a waiver, it will immediately terminate service to Yakutat, and terminate 

service to the remainder of its service area prior to the scheduled reduction of support.10  

Cordova’s waiver request is not premature.  Obtaining a decision on the amount of support that 

Cordova will be entitled to going forward is essential to Cordova’s planning for the next five 

years (and beyond) of providing services.11  Absent a ruling from the FCC, Cordova is unable to 

determine whether it currently makes financial sense to implement planned improvements to its 

network and make additional investments in that network. 

GCI claims that “it is impossible to tell whether [Cordova] will qualify for a waiver in 

2015” because GCI may be providing service to Yakutat by then, and that in such case, Cordova 

will no longer be the sole wireless provider in Yakutat.12  GCI’s “plans” to serve Yakutat provide 

no basis for a finding that Cordova is not the sole provider of wireless voice service in certain 

parts of Yakutat.  Such plans are entirely speculative, and do not constitute evidence as to 

whether GCI will actually serve Yakutat, when it will do so, or how much of Yakutat it will 

                                                            
10 GCI highlights the fact that Cordova applied for FCC authority to serve Yakutat in May 2011, 
four months before the FCC issued its USF/ICC Transformation Order, and argues that it did so 
“with full knowledge of the coming regulatory changes.”  GCI Comments at p. 6.  Cordova did 
so at the behest of its local community, and the need for wireless voice service.   While Cordova 
knew that the FCC was considering modifications to its universal service program, it had no 
idea, nor could it have, of the specific measures that the FCC would ultimately adopt.   
11 The FCC asks carriers to submit five year buildout plans based on its conclusion that such a 
planning period is relevant to decisions regarding the distribution of support.  See 47 C.F.R. § 
54.202(a). 
12 GCI Comments at p. 4. 
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cover.  Moreover, whether Cordova is the sole provider of voice service in a portion of Yakutat 

is not determinative of whether it has shown good cause for grant of the requested waiver.   The 

possibility that GCI may provide coverage to a portion of Yakutat has no bearing on Cordova’s 

status as the sole provider of mobile voice service in a substantial portion of the remainder of its 

service area and the sole provider of GSM service in virtually the entirety of Cordova’s service 

area. 

The Comments filed by CVW and GCI do not dispute the public interest benefits of the 

wireless voice service that Cordova seeks to continue to provide and that the requested level of 

support would allow Cordova to continue to do so, and they provide no basis for denying the 

Petition.  Accordingly, for the reasons set forth in Cordova’s Petition, the Commission should 

grant the waiver relief requested therein. 

Respectfully submitted, 

     CORDOVA WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

         By: /s/ Michael R. Bennet 
_____________________________________ 

     Michael R. Bennet 
     Kenneth C. Johnson 
     Bennet & Bennet, PLLC 
     6124 MacArthur Boulevard 
     Bethesda, MD 20816 
     (202) 371-1500 
      
     Its Attorneys 
 

Date: November 28, 2012 

cc (via email): Margaret Wiener 
Susan McNeil 
Kathryn Hinton 









CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Linda L. Braboy, of Bennet & Bennet, PLLC, hereby certify that a copy of the 
foregoing REPLY COMMENTS OF CORDOVA WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS, INC. was 
served this 28th day of November, 2012, via First Class U.S. Mail, on those listed below: 
 
 

David Dengel 
Copper Valley Wireless 
P.O. Box 3329  
329 Fairbanks Street  
Valdez, Alaska 99686-3329 
 

Tina Pidgeon 
Megan Delany 
Chris Nierman 
GENERAL COMMUNICATION, INC. 
1350 I Street, N.W., Suite 1260 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

John T. Nakahata 
WILTSHIRE & GRANNIS LLP 
1200 Eighteenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Counsel for General Communication, Inc. 

Leonard A. Steinberg 
Richard R. Cameron 
ALASKA COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS GROUP, INC. 
600 Telephone Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 
Counsel for Alaska Communications Systems 

Alexicon Telecommunications Consulting 
3210 E. Woodmen Road, Suite 210 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80920 

 

                Linda L. Braboy_____ 
        Linda L. Braboy 
 


